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required, forecast, available, assimed and expended as the 
process operates to implement the requa& in c u m n t  and Future 
releases. 

The CLECs pmposc the on-going sharing of information at each 
step in the process where the information i s  likely to change such 
as prioritization. re lase  package development. release 
management and implemmtation, and post implementation. The 
CLEC's proposal requests that at hest points data be prowded in 
the same p u p i n g s  of categories to allow for tracking and the 
early detection ofpotentid prnblms. Appendix I (to which the 
parties have ag red )  providespost implemenmtion data in distinct 
categories The CLECs propose Appendix I -A  (Scz Item 48 
below and page I I I of the Updated CCP Document) for the 
reporting of Pre-Releaz Capacity Forecast informarion and 
changes d u n g  the process steps wing the same categories as in 
Appendix 1. With this constancy in the "porting of  thr basic 
process data the effectiveness ofthe process can be analyzed and 
improvement plans developed 

In contrast. BellSouth's proposed language l imits providing 
sizing information to only c m i n  types of change requests, and 
only at a single point in  the pmccss (priontization). Further i t  
limits the sharing of information on releases to an aMud 
snapshot in a format and grouping inwnsinent with Appendix I 
making hoth In progress evaluation of the process and post 
~mplemmlatmn evaluations impossible (See Item 48 below and 
page I I k  of the LJqdated CC'P Ilocurnent) UellSouth'r proposal 

ss1on I D = Disagreed) 
Bellsouth Position 

to provide feature sizing for "all future relemc3.'' Such 
language is overly broad. open ended. and Rmneously 
implies that BellSouth will p e n t  an infinjte release 
schedule. Since the CLECs may priontize on a 
quarterly basis, a list that shows an infinite schedule of 
releases would constantly change and would sewe no 
useful purpose. Providing a yearly view of features, as 
proposed by BellSouth, which includes "known" future 
releases, is a rearonable alternative. The parties also 
disagree about the specific feature sizing lnfoWdlion 
thar should be provided. The CLECs appendix 1.A 
suggests thar there is a set mount  of capacity for each 
category they list by release. This is not the case 
Production Releases, whether a CLEC or BellSouth 
Production Release. can have Types 2 ,4 ,5 ,  or 6 
Change Requests. In the case of the Type 4s and 5s. 
they are optional and mtircly dependent upon whether 
it i s  a CLEC or BellSouth Pmduction Rel-. In either 
case, during a "Re-Release" point in time. these 
releases are open to any and all types as mentioned 
Listing UNll by category. as the CLECs' proposed 
Appendix I-A would require BellSouth do  so, 
ermnmusly presumes that BellSouth knows how much 
capacity each release. by category of Type Change 
Request. would have before prioritization and rcleasc 
planning by the CLECs. Althou& BellSouth could 
arbitrarily designate release capacity hy category. t h m L  

- IS no l a ~ c a l  bats for doing so. AS dn altcmaiirc. ~~- 

20 
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posted to the website. See Appendix J.” estimated UNU of capacity of the remaining releases. 
The remaining capacity is shown as CLEC Production 
Release(s). BellSouth Production Release(s) and 
Maintenance Releases. BellSouth’s proposed language 
details the actual delivembles and Commitments. 

I ’ 
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BellSouth Position SISR Recommendstion I 

This item is still under negotiation between the CLECs and 
BellSouth and is not being presented to the GA PSC for a 
decision. 7he joint development ofan updated testing process IS 

undmvay. It is anticipated that a workshop or other exchange of 
language for t h s  section to resolve this issue will be held in &e 
near future 

This Item is iilll under negotialiun between the CLECs and 
RellSouth and is not being presented to the GA PSC for a 

-~ ~ .. 

~ ...~ .... ~~ decision. ~ 

BellSouth’s language agaln details how i t  will provide 
the information requested by the CLECs. BellSouth 
provided the information in a release management 
planning format i n  order for the CLECs to view i t  as a 
projecl timeline Maintenance releases are provided 
with estimated units of capacily. Both pubhc swltch 
network and Type 6 changa are expected ID be 
deployed in these releases. Type 2 (Flow Through) 
Features were provided with estimaled Units nf 
Capacity. along with estirnales for Types 4 and 5 
change requests Type 3 IS a standalone releaw and 
war provided rn well. 
This issue is still under discussion by BellSouth and the 
CLECs. 

-. .~ .... ~ ~ ~ ~ . .  ~. 
This issue IS sfill under dlscusslon by BellSouth and the 
CI.ECS 
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excludep the CLECs 60m access to information about the 
process BS changa occur which is vital 10 the CLECs internal 
resource planning. 

The CLECs are requesting “information on each pending change 
request” and “all fuhlre releases” and that Appendix LA. which 
is consistent with Appendix I, bc used as the basic s t r u ~ f ~ l e  for 
r e l a e  capacity forecast information. 

BellSouth 1s willing 10 provide information only on “Type 4 and 
Type 5 change requau”.  and estimated relense capacity 
information only “annually” and only for releases planned for 
‘me following year” using Appendix I-B, which is inmn~istent 
with Appendix 1. 

Limiting the information being provided makes i t  impossible for 
the CLECs to perform mutual impaa assesmmt and resource 
planning to manage and schedule changes, which is a key 
objative of the CCP 

In the a@ upon portion of this note BellSouth mnfims that 
the information associated with each change request may change 
after prioritization. 

The CLECs request IS for the changes tu be cnmmunicated to 
1 hem 

BellSouth offers Appendix I-B. which prnvides pre- 
release capacity information, expressed in units. and 
provides the intelligence for the CLECs lo d e t m i n e  
the pre-release capacity available. It also allows the 
flexibility and reality of  how the Change Request rypes 
correspond to release wcs. For example. Type 6 s  and 
PSN mandates are predominantly targeted for 
maintenance releases, while Types 2s, 45, and 5s  arc 
targeted for production releases in accordance with the 
BellSouth and CLEC Production Releare guidelines. 
Lastly. Type 3s are targeted for the Industry Release. 
The information that BellSouth proposes 10 provide 10 

the CLECs to assist in the prioritization &Ton, a5 
oullined in Appendix 1-0. is reasonable and should be 
adopted 

BellSouth has proposed language IO malie dear that h c  
release information BellSouth Bill provide to assist the 
CLECs in their prioritization efTons relatc to Type 4 
and Type 5 Change Requesb, which are the only 
Change Requests that CLECs prioritize 

Same as Item I I .  
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CLEC Rodunion Release". Related Items discussed above 
include 1.4.5.7,  8. IS, 17,22.24,25.26.40, and41 

Footnote 15 states "Capacity estimates for change requests and 
releases will be used u a guide in determining how many change 
requerts will be arsiped to these releases." clearly 
demonstrating that BellSouth is d a m i n i n g  release capacity first 
without consideration of demand. and then limiting the number 
nf changes that can be implmented bard upon the a r b i w d y  
determined release capaciiy 

In addition. BellSouth provides four bullets labeled"Releese 
Implementation Hierarchy". The CLECs concur with the first 
three b u l l a  as written, and would agree IO h e  fourth with the 
addition of the following phrase"and may be assigned to any 
prcduction release". 

In Part Five many oflhe individual Items discussed above 
related to Release Capacity forecasting, Allocation. and 
Replingarerepeated. Relatedltcmsinclude I I .  12, 13, 14, 16. 
17.18.19.20,27,and40. 

Thc CLEC's proposal is clearly more comprehensive and as 
d i x u w d  above more consistent, with the objectives ofthe CCP. 
evaluation of ius effectiveness and on-going improvement. 

I hc C'LECs agree with and adopt the last bullet in BellSouth's 
pmposal "On ongoing basis, LegaQ Syslm. Releases will b r  

rrion / D = Dbagrnd) 
&IISouth Posltlcm 

gives the CLECs the necessary tools to m&e rn 
informed dms ion  lo prioritize features, that equitably 
distributes available release capacity. and that provides 
nssuranccs that Change Requests will be implemented 
no later than 64 weeks from prioritization based on h e  
priority assigned by the CLECs and subject to available 
=pacity BellSouth's proposal. which has been 
endorsed by KPMG and thc Florida Public Service 
Commission Slam. is ruasonable and should be 
adopted 

BellSouth's p m p s e d  language outlines the Fomast 
and Planning Information ha1 is now available to the 
CLECs. Most ofthese tools were not available at h e  
time the CLECs drafted their proposed language or 
were recently implemented. All of this information 
was provided at the request of h e  CLECs and should 
provide the infomation necessary for their planning. 

BellSouth agreed and has provided the estimated unit5 
available tor T p e  3 (typically referred IO as an 
+=-r&Ieaseor ELh4Sx)and ha, pnwtdcd the 

~ ~~~ 
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D provide (as discussed in Item I I above) will not be updated 
vhen changes occur. 

he  CLECs rcquest that an input IO this step should be the 
nfomation discussed i n  detail abave in Item I I, 

he CLECs request that an output From this step should be any 
hanges to the input informanon that occurs BS a result of the 
imcessdiscussd above In Item 13 

rrion / D = Disagreed) 
BeUSouth Position 

This issue in dispute is related to Item No. 1 I and 
concerns detailing the information that BellSouth 
provides to CLECs in connection with feature 
prioritization. BellSouth’s proposed language 1s 
specific and detailed so there is no confusion about 
what information BellSouth will be providing. The 
same cannot be said about the CLECs’ proposed 
language. which merely refers to providing “full 
release capacity.” 
This issue in dispute is related lo Item No. I I and 
wncems the information that BellSouth prowdcs to 
CLECs in cnnnec4ion with fcaturc prioritiratmn 
Consistent with the proccss to which the CLECs agrccd 
earlier this year, once the CLECs have pnoritmd the 
features, BellSouth prondes the Flagship Feature 
Release Schedule. with a 12-month view of feature5 
scheduled, implcmmted or planned. BellSouth cannot 
agrm to the CLECs’ proposed language that purpons to 
require BellSouth to provide feature sizing for ‘.all 
future releases.” Such language is overly broad. open 
ended, and erronmusly implies that BellSouth will 
present an infinite release schedule Since the CLECs 
may pnontize on a quarterly basis. a list that shows ai 
infinite schedule of releases would constantly change 
- and would serve no useful purpose. Pronding a yearly 

22 
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this issue in dispute is related to Item Nos. 4. 7, 24 and Same a item 3.  
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relatad to ruing. sequencing and the use ofpnoritization are 
rcpested. 

~ 

1.0 - 
’art 4 26, which concern the CLECs’ request that BellSouth 

devote unlimited release capaclty to implementing 
every Change Request within 60 weeks of 

(0 = Open, still under dis 
CLEC Position 

necessary infrastructure upgrade or industry standard releases ~ 

i t  was simply b d  on the assumption that the“2003 program 
demand would be similar to 2002.” 

In Bullet 8, BellSouth makes a half-heand and inappropiale 
fommilmcnl that ‘Total CLEC and EST production releases are 
equal in estimated number of units capacity.” As discussed 
above in Item 17 lhcre is no justification for this blind allocation 
of rrsources and it is in fact deblmental to the accomplishment 
of !he prime objective of the CCP. timely and effective 
implementation of feaNre and defect change requests. 

In Bullets 9 and IO, BellSouth repeats its proposals to limit the 
scope of the process 10 “CLEC Production Releases” and 
“available capacity”. In foomote 14 it expressly states that the 
management and implementalion of its o m  change requests and 
its o m  releases will be “outside ofthis process ” BellSouth’s 
proposal prevents the CLECs boom being able to perform muhal 
impact ass6sment and resource planning to manage and 
schedule changes, which is a key objective of the CCP. 

ision I D  = Disagrecd) 
BellSouth Position 

44 
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D 
10 

Once again BellSouth creates an issue that did not previouly 
exist. 

In is first update of is “green-line” language submitted to the 
CLEO on 6/24/02, BellSouth added the restrictive language 
shown here. Ihe timing of prioritization mel ings  was not 
previously i n  dispule between h e  C L K s  and BellSouth 

11 is not the purpose oilhis filing to create new issues. The 
language BellSouth now seeks to m e n d  was not addressed by 
BellSouth in its February 15“ filing. or any of the workshops 
held dvring March. April or May. As a matter of procedure The 
Commission should refuse to wnaider lhir particular language. 

To the extent that the Commission does consider it, the CLECr 
01% the following wrnmenb regarding the proposed 
restrictions. First. he language BellSouth is seeking to change 
has been the official schedule for prioritization under the CCP 
since inception of the process. Secund, prioritization is no! 
limited to change requests asmated with only CLEC 
Production Releases, BellSouth’s language here would eliminate 
the prioritization of BellSouth initialed change requests. Third. 
the regular pnonnzation of new change rcqusu in esxntial to 
thar timely implemmtation and should be the driver of the 

~ establishment olnew releases rather ban being “Dependmi un 

sioa I D = Disagreed) 
BellSourb Position 

iew of fames, as proposed by BellSouth, whch 
lcluds “horn” future releases. is a reasonable 
ltemative 
IellSouth has proposed language to clarify h a t  a 
,rioribzaalion meeting should only be held when 
pplicable. 

mguage stays the same. 

23 
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prevenls the CLECs fmm being able u) perform mutual uopact 
LLssmmen1 and reSOurce planning to manage and schedule 
changes, which is a key objectiveof the CCP. 

In Bullet 7 BellSouth uses the term ‘tolling release plan.” 
HOWWR, experience has proven that this is nothing more than 
an annual single point in rime snapshot of the next year‘s 
preliminary plans. For 2003, this snapshot wag not delivered 
until May of 2002. illusbating that BellSouth is not currently 
performing a n y  proactiveplanning based upon change requests 
submincd to it  Change Contml Group. The CLEC’s related 

whether or not to have an lndurtry Release (Type 3s) 
for a given year or whether to focus on Production 
Relmes  (Type 4s and 5s). Funhermore, i t  defines the 
equal allocation of  capacity between the CLEC and 
BellSouth Production R e l a e s .  Lastly, it defines the 
commitment to deploy features in a timely m m m .  
This proposal provides the CLEC with the flexibility 
and options to make their own decisions on how to use 
the releases in the coming year, 

43 
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whether a CLEC Production Release IS available for 
prioritization." This i s  another example of BcllSouth's 
exclusionary and reactive view of the CCP. BellSouth's 
restrictions have no mml and are clearly an attempt by 
BellSouth Io take advaniage of the Commission's participation in 
resolnng thcre changes lo the CCF 

The CLECs request at this step of h e  process is the same s 
discussed above in llm I i lor the exchange of forward Imking 
information over a planning horizon of two yeam for all pending 
change requests and the releases necessary for their timely 
implmmtation. 

Once again BellSouth's response. limits the information it 
proposes to share to only Type4 and Type-5 change requests 
and a 12 month period 

Limiling the information being provided makes i t  impossible for 
the CLECs to psrform mutual impan Bssessmeni and resource 
planning to manage and schedule changes. which i s  a key 
objective of the CCP. 

In this portion uf the process the CLEC's proposal resuits in the 
preparation ofa  jointly priontized plan for the timely 
impletnmtalion of all pending change requests using the required 
number of unified production releases (releas- containing all 

Seclion 

(0 - Open, itill under  dis~ 
su( CLEC Position 
0. 

srion / D - Dlragrecd) 
Sellsouth Position 

BellSouth's proposed language concerning the 
infwmation that will be provided in mmeCtion wiih 
the CLEC prioririzalion effort i s  consistent with the 
process 10 which the CLECs agreed earlier this year 
BellSouth's proposed language alw m&cs clear that 
h e  information BellSouth will provide to assist thc 
CLECs in their prioritization efforts relate to TSpe 4 
and Type 5 Change Rquescs. which arc the only 
Change Rquesls that CLECs pnaririze. 

BellSouth's proposed language details the approach 
that should be taken in scheduling the changes for the 
releses. The CLEC language does not taLe into 
account necessaq maintenance that IS required fur 
efficiency and stabilization, acknowledgment of 
intiasmcture upgrades. nor d o R  ... I I  promde flexibili3 

EST Lnnguage. 

Delete last sentence in the 
parngrapb nnd replace it with 
IbC lolloviag: 
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BellSouth Position 

n & n o t e  14 BellSouth erpresslystates h a t  the management 
md implementation of 11s nwr change requests and its own 
eleases -11 be "oulsde of this process '' BellSouth'g p r o p s d  ~ 

Production Release. In eithm case, duing a "Pre- 
Release" point in time. these releases are apm to any 
and a l l  types as mentioned. Listing UNts by category, 
as the CLECs' proposed Appendix I -A would require 
BellSouth do so. moneously presumes that BellSouth 
'knows how much capacity by category each release 
would have before priorilization and release planning 
by the CLECs. Although BellSouth could arbitrarily 
designate release capacity by category, thcre is no 
logical basts Fordoing Y). As an alternative, BellSoutt 
offers Appendix I-B. which provider pre-release 
capacity information. expressed in units, and provides 
the intelligence for the C L E G  to ddcrmine the pre- 
release capacity available. I t  also allows far the 
flexibility and reality of how the Change Request t y p a  
correspond to release rypes. For example. Type 6s and 
PSN mandates are predominantly targeted for 
maintenance releases, while Types 2s, 4s. and 5s are 
targeted for pmduction relcases in accordance with the 
BellSouth and CLEC Production Release guidelines 
Lastly. Type 3s are targeted for the Industry Release. 
The information that BellSouth proprsrj to provide to 
the CLECs to assist in the priontizarion effort, as 
outlined in Appendix I-B, i s  reasonable and should be 

The bullet points detail rhe oprions provided to the 
CLECr undm BellSouth's wmprehensivr pnontmtion 
proposal~~!har!s.~theCLECshave~e.option to s e l a t ~ -  

adopted. 

S t a l l  Recommendation 

-- 
kUSoutb Language minus the 
Iatemeot subject l o  wallable 
S i q "  ... 

42 
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utilization ofFkllSouth’s programming ~csourcs .  Given that 
the priontization and order of implementation under the CLEC’s 
proposal i s  jointly determined, it is logical that any changcs 
thmcafler should be jointly dctemuned and. therefore require 
CLEC concunencc. 

In conIrast, BellSouth propow a concept i t  copied t?om the 
change wnml plan Of another ILEC  separate BellSouth and 
CLEC Production Releases BellSouth proposa this w o k  &an 
would only apply Io ‘%e CLEC Production Relcase being 
scoped”. Further, even within the confines of a CLEC 
Produclion Release BellSouth refuses IO seek CLEC concurrence 
10 changes. committing only to ‘’provide rationale” should i t  
decide to resuuciurc b e  implementation order. 

The CLECs are proposing an open, single, unified process for 
h e  timely implementation of all change mquesw, regardless of 
heir origin based upon a jointly eslablished prioritization. 
RellSouth’s pmposal. in conma.% establishes separate tracks for 
CLEC initiated changes and BellSouth initiated changes, 
excludes the CLECs h m  any parlicipation in the BellSouth 
track, excludes the CLECs from panicipalion in vital plrtions o f  
Ihe process in the CLEC hack. and m e s  to BellSouth the 
right to implement changes that have not been subjecled to the 
p r w s .  

This separate track wncepl is wasteful of h e  BellSoulh 
programn ing resources 10 thc detnmmt of all. llmughout the 

,,ion / D = Disagreed) 
&IISouth Position 

n utilizing the maintenance releases 
ource for defect correction. Fundamentally. 
)ellSouth’s proposed language details how it can 
‘dedicate capacity” to the CLECs in order to 
rnplement those changes imponant to [hem and enable 
kllSouth to continue with necessary changa 10 enable 
110 operale efficiently. which also brnetils the CLtCs. 

the primary ‘ T h e  order  ofimplerneatation 
nay b e  dtcred only with CLEC 
‘oncu rrence”. 

25  
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updated BellSouth green-line language, there are references to 
how BellSouth will manage the CLEC production rclenses. but 
not one mention of how it will manage the so-called BellSouth 
production releases. BellSouth states that its concept pmvides 
"parity" - "Estimated capacity for production releases is equal." 
However, there is no evidence to suggest that a blind equal 
allocation o f  capacity has any validity. A n  analysis ofthe year 
2003 capacity informahon that BellSouth made available 
begtming on May I O .  2002, revcals that i t  is not. In 2003, 
BellSouIh's blind allocation h a  provided BellSouth with 
capacity beyond its needs. 

Regarding ptennal  rclcases In 2W3. BellSouth has provided the 
CLECs with information on two options. In Option A there 
would be 2 CLEC production rclwses. 3 BellSouth production 
releases and 5 maintenance releascr using approximately 3 , W  
units. In Optiun B there would be I CLEC production release. 2 
BellSouth produchon releases. 5 maintenance releases, and an 
industry standard release. again using approximately 3.000 units. 
In each option one of the BellSouth Production Relcaws was 
dedicated to an lnfrasmcture U p d e ,  but the capacity required 
for that release in each option was different as was the capacity 
needed for maintenance releases 

W e n  questioned d u n g  die May 12,2002 Change Control 
S l a b  and Pnont~zation Meeting whether the wts ~n opuon B 
for the lnfrasmcture Release and Maintenance Releases wcre 
adquaam BellSouth slaled that the objatives ofthe releases .. ,. 

16 
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parallel to positions discussed above in Items I I through 19. 

In addition, bullets 7 through IO (including two arsaciated 
foatnotes. all dirussed below in Item 41) are proposed by 
BellSouth as addilional explanation ofthcir efforts to limit the 
CLECs knowledge of and panicipallon in the p-s. 

The CLECs propose the on-going shhng ofinformation at each 
step in the process where the information is likely to change (for 
example pnoribzation. release package development, release 
managcmmt and implementation, and post implemmmtion. The 
CLEC's proposal requests thar data at these points be provided i n  
the same groupings of categories to allow for backing and h e  
early detection of potential problems. Appendix I (to which the 
panies have agreed) provides post implementation data in 
distinct categories The CLECs propose Appendix I -A  (See 
Item 48 below and page I I7  of the Updated CCP Docurncnt) for 
the reponing of Pre-Release Capacity Forecast information and 
changes d u i n g  the process steps using the same categories as in 
Appendix 1. With this canstancy in the reporting of the  basic 
process data &e effectiveness ofthe process can be analyzed and 
improvement plans developed 

BellSouth's proposed language in contrast limits providing 
sizing information to only cmain types ofchangc r q u a c ; .  and 
(only at a single point i n  the proccss (prioritization) Furtlier i t  

limits the sh&ng of information on releares to an annual 
snapshut in a format and gouping inwnsistrnl with Appendix 1 

rion I D = Dbnpyeed) 
BeUSontb Position 

nclude associated available uniu ofcapactty ntimated 
or each releax and estimated capacity for each Typc 4 
nd Type 5 Fearure that is B candidate for prioritization. 
h i s  information has been provided for 2003 planning. 
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could be met with only these units. Thus the information reveals 
that in Option A BellSouth resaved lo itself more capacity than 
was neccISary for the lnfraseucrure Pmduclion Release (105 
units) and Maintenance Releases ( I  58). a lotal of 263 units. 
a b u l  I5 man years work effort. 

II is clear under both @tion A and Option B h a t  BellSouth has 
manipulated the pmccrs to allmate 5Ph of the non-indurtry 
slandard and non-maintenance capacity to itself and 5% IO the 
CLEC production releases This arbiuary allocation h a s  no basis 
and will i m p d e  the timely implementation 01 all change 
requests. 

Individual sizing information for change requests IO be 
priorilizd during the May 22,2002 meeting was provided io the 
CLECs on May 15.  On May 23d BcllSoulh provided the results 
of the prioritization and a total of units for 24 of the 26 changa 
prioritized. The total was 817 units. An additional9913 units of 
capacity have becn csfimated as n e c e s q  for the 
implementation of T9e-2 requesls from the Flow Through Task 
Force ("FTTF") in 2023. 

None 0 1 t h ~  change requesw, prioritized on May 22,2003 can be 
implemented in 2002 according to BellSouth. Of the 26 requests 
prioritized, 8 WRC initiated by BellSouth and, there are currently 
no other pending BellSouth change requests. nor will there be 
a n y  olher unimplemented BellSouth change requats at year end 

, 2 0 0 2 .  The 8 BellSouth iniliated change requests require only an 

sion I D = Disagreed) 
BeUSoutb Position 
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At this reference point the detailed step level language necessary 
to make the medium and low impan wrreaion in tma l s  
discusspd in Items 36 and 37 above operational. The proper 
intervals based on BellSouth's demonstrated capabilities are 20 
and 30 days respafively 

See Item 9 above for the full details of  the CLECs' supporl for 
thnr proposal language. 

D 
7 I 

D 
71 - 
l? 

- 

BellSouth creates an issue ulth the timing ofprioritization 
scyions thal did not previously exist 

See Item I5 above for the full details of  the CLECs' support for 
their pmposal language 

BellSouth elected to address Secuon 6.0 -Pari 2 ,  bullets 4 and 5 
BS separate line entries. The CLECs' wmments are all included 
in Item 40. 

BellSouth's greewiint. a l t m a u v a  lor these iwu bullets arc 

applicable 

paformance or stability or othewise adversely impact I 

BcllSouth's response docs not disagree with the CLEC- 
requcpted language but rather explicitly details what the 
CLECs will receive. That is. BellSouth provides the 

aCLEC. I 
This issue in dispute is related to Item Nos. 9.36, and I Same as Item 8e and 9. 

CLEC Language. 
Use r e d d  Amebmeut  I-A. 

37 mnccming the timeframes for wrrecting 'hedium 
impact" and "low impact" s o h a r e  defects. As 
previously explained. &IISouth has proposed reducing 
h e  intervals applicable to wrrecting m e  s o h a r e  
defeds in ordm to address the CLECs' request that 
software defects be wrrened in a shorter p o d  of 
time. BellSouth can only accommodate this requesr if 
the definition of  a T ~ l x  6 Change Request is clarified 
IO include only me software defects, as BellSouth has 
proposed in Item No. Sa. Absent this clarification, 
mors in documenting functionality are considered a 
Type 6 Change R q u c n ,  which requires work 
ana l0~0 .0~~  to addine a new feature to fix and which - - 

--___ - __ t I w w a g c  \lay. Ihc s m c  
cannot be accomplished in a shorter muun t  of ume - 
BcllSouth has proposed lan$gmge IO clanf) that a 

CLECs opbons so that they can sclect a rollrng releas? 1 
1 plan they choose for the folloulng y e a ~  The plans ~- 

39 
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(0 =Open, still under  dis 
CLEC Pmltloa 

slimated 156 capacity units. Despite this fact, d m  Option B 
3ellSouth has reserved to itself 314 uniu over and above the 
nfrasmcture Release requirmmct and in Option A i t  had 
esmed 837 units. 

l e  stablishment ofseparate relases for 2003 is clearly 
vasteful ofresources and has a negative impact on the timely 
mplernmtation of the  highest priority changes irregardless of 
h m  origin, including even the implementation of changes to the 
nfrastructure designed tu ensure and improve the stability and 
mformance requirements. 

h e  CLECs request that an mpul to this step should be any 
hang- to the siring and capacity information that occur as a 
esult o f  the process discussed above in Item I 4  

iirion / D = Disngreed) 
FkUSouth Position 

T h i s  issue in disputc i s  relatcd to Item No. I I and 
cnnccms the information that BellSouth provides to 
CLECs in ~ ~ ~ e c t i ~ n  with feature prioritization. 
Consistent with the process to which the CLECs a p e e i  
earlier Uus year. once the CLECs have prioritized the 
feaiures, BellSoulh provides the Flagship Feature 
Rclcase Schedule, with a 12-month view of features 
scheduled. implemented or planned. BellSouth cannot 
agree to the CLECs’ proposed language that purpolfs to 
require BellSouth to provide feature sizing for “all 
future rcleases,”since such language IS overly broad, 
open ended, and erroneously implies that BellSouth 
will prcsenl an infinite releaw schedule. Becausc h e  
CLliCs may pnontize on a quarterly basis, a l isl  that 
shows an infinite schedule ofreleases would constantly 
change and would serve  no useful purpase. Prmqding a 

; m e  as Item I I 
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D 
58  

BellSouth's recommended allemativc language here calls for the 
correction of low impan defects in 60 business davr. The 

T h i s  issue in dispute is related to Itern No. 9 and 
concnns the t i m e h e  for corntine "low imaact" 

1 
CI.EC'r propose 30 business days for h i s  same intmval 

See Item 9 above for the full details ofthe CLECS' SUPpon for 
their proposed language. 

for r e s o w  and enables the defect to bc implemented 
within the release schedule presented to the CCP 
members It also would allow BellSouth to meet the 
CLECs's request that Type 6 defects be corrected in 
maintenance releases whenever possible thereby not 
affecting the production relases  and their 
corresponding capacity. Maintenance Releases are 
normally scheduled any month that a production or 
industry release is no1 scheduled, and establishing a 
forty-five (45) business day interval should allow 
BellSouth to accommodate the CLECs' request. 

I 

rolbvarc defects, which are defined as failures causing 
inconvenience or annoyance. The current timeframe 
far correcting "low impact'' software defects is "best 
effort" because such defects have no immediate 
adverse impact to the users. As a result. correcting 
such defects does not and should not take a high 
pionty in implementation, particularly when comparet 
to 0 t h ~  Change Requests. Nevertheless. BellSouth is 
willing to coninit to correcting "low impact.' software I defects within sixw (60)  business daw. subiect to ~. . ~. ~ 

approval of the new BellSouth language to clarify a 
Type 6 Change Request as a m e  sattware defect. 
Sixty (60) business days is a reasonable amount of lime 
to corre~t a defect that d o n  not drblrnenlally affect - ,  

18 
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Section 

4.0- 
P a r l 2 -  
Step 5 - 
Outpuls 
4.0- 
Pan 2 - 
Step 6 - 
Inputs 
4.0- 
P a n 2 -  
Step 7 - 
DCCoM 

(0 = Open, st i l l  under d i g  
CLEC Positloo SUI 

.I 

D 
42 

D 
42 

D 
42 

The CLECs request that an output from h s  step should be 
publication and commihllent to the resulu of the worlr discus& 
above in Item 17. 

The CLECs requal that an oulput from this step should be 
publication and commitment to the muIU of the work discussed 
above i n  Item 17 

The CLECs are providing a headn to identify the inclusion of 
the Designated CLEC Co-Moderator (DCCoM) function 
( d i s c u s 4  above in Item 2 and below in Item 23) in this step of 
the process. Uoda BellSouth’s current policies and undm iu 
proposed new language the CI .ECr are specifically excluded 
from participation in this step and have no objective 
representation 

ission / D = Dirngreed) 
BellSOUIb Posltloo 

yearly view of features, as proposed by BellSouth, 
which includes ‘known” future releases. is a reawnable 
alternative. 
This issue in dispute is the same as Item NOS. I I ,  14. 
and 18. which areaddressed above. 

T h i s  issue in dispute is the same as Item Nos. I I ,  14. 
and 18. which arc addressed above. 

This issue in dispuw 1s related to 1 t m  No. 2 and 
concerns the CLECs’ request to participate ~n inlemel 
BellSouth meetings. BellSouth should be permined to 
condud in lmal  business medings without CLEC 
involvmenl, and lhere is no naed for CLEC 
participation in those meetings in order for the CCP 
P m  10 function efficiently and effectively. The  
definition o f a  “CLEC affecting” change hzs been 
expanded sa ~ l i  to increae the scope of the CCP. and 
BellSouth will use the CCP membership Forum for 
discussing. prioritizing and obtaining final approval for 
the CLEC Production Releases, as well as for 
providing the changs  in BellSouth Pmdumon 
Releases CLECs can participate fully in the Change 
Conhol P r o m s  without participating m intemal 
BellSouth meetings, which would hamper BellSouth’s 
abdity tom ils business. ~ 

l a m e a s l t m l ) .  

iamr as Item 2. 
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BellSouth Position 7 Section 
SUI? Recornmeod.Hon 

step 7. 
Act 112 

. -  ~. 
the CLECs' proposed language seeks to do. 
l h s  issue in dispute i s  related to Itan Nos. 2 and 2 I 

(0 =Open, s t i l l  under dis 
CLEC Paitioo 

, Same as item 2. 

BellSouth's statement is that '"hi step is MI n-sary since 
BellSouth will implemmt CLEC q u e s t e d  features in CLEC 
Production Releases as guided by the CLEC's prioritization." 
tolally misses the point of the CLEC's proposal for unified 
releases. Funhemore. BellSouth's position reveals its 
determination to exclude CLECs fiom vital steps in he procss 
and reserve to itself complete indepmdence lo implement or not 
implemmt any gwcn change on a rhedule  of its own choosing. 

As w m  discovered by KPMG and reponed in Flonda Third Pmy 
Test Exception 88. BellSouth is thc  only entity that has input in 
and considm changes at Step 7 ofhe process h a t  have not been 
rubmined to the CCP as change resuests for prioritization. 

See Item I above for the full delailr of the CLECs' suppon for 
their propoxd language. 

The establishment of the K C o M  function will enhance 
BellSouth's prowrs and the coordination with the CLEC's 
parallel internal pmcesnes essential to the timely and effective 
implementalion of prioritized change. 

See Item 2 above for the full details of h e  CLECs' suppon for 
their p r o p o d  language. 

and concerns the CLECs' request to participate in 
internal BellSouth meetings For the reawns 
previously explained. BellSouth should be permitted to 
conduct internal b u s i n s  mgtings without CLEC 
involvement, and thew is no need for CLEC 
participation in those meetings in order for the CCP 
Process to function efficimtly and effectively 

This issue in dispute IS related to Item  no^ 4 and 
. - ~ ~.. ~ _ _ _  
In this pornon of the pmccsr. the CLEC's propusal takes thc 
results o f t h e p n t l y  pnontlred plm for the tunelr--_ . ..- 

-- ~~ .~~ ~ 

I samc ac ltrm 4 

I 
' h e  issue in dispute is related to Item No. I ,  and I Same as item I .  
concmns the CLECs' proposal that BellSouth comply 
with the CCP. although only as i t  relates to Type 5 
(BellSouth-initiated) Change Requests. BellSouth's 
proposed language would require adherence to the CCP 
for all Change Requests (not just Type 5s). but would 
clarify that BellSouth will implement CLEC-requested 
features in CLEC Production Releases as guided by the 
CLECn' prioritization. If for m y  reason the ordm of 
implementahon requested by the CI.ECs cannot he met 
(e.& technical constraints), BellSouth will provide the 
rationale. All Type 2 . 4 , 5  and 6 Change Requests. 
regardless of whether implemented in a CLEC or 
BellSouth Production Release will be wmmunicated to 
the CCP membership. although BellSouth's Production 
Releavs would not be subiecl to CLEC aooroval. as 

30 
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(0 =Open, still under dir, 
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Hac and in the figure identified in ltcm 32, the CLECs propose 
a Negotiated Extended Implemcnblion hlml Prc-xss. 

As discusred in Item 4 above, such a process directly addresses 
BellSouth’s fear that CLECs would willfully ovrx load the CCP 
with change requests in ordm to make it impossible for 
BellSouth to meet the 60 week implementation interval. 

BellSouth relects lhe concept o f a  Negotiated Extended 
Implementation Interval without explanation. 

The CLEC’s proposal provides for the possible use of an 
Expedited Feature Process for all types of feature related change 
requests (2.3.4 and 5 )  by mutual amsent. (Sce also Item 33 for 
h e  ar-aled detniled Step 3 A  sctivitia.) 

BellSouth agree  that mutual consent should k obtained for the 
use of the Expedited Feature Proass for Type 3 and Type 5 
changes. but reserves to iwlf the right to unilatmlly expedite 
Type 2 and Type 4 changes. 

See Item 6 above for the hull de~ails of the CLECs’ support for 
heir proposed language. 

Here and in Item 30 above, h e  CLECs propose a Negotiated 
Friend4 lmplmenlation Interval Prorcsr 

sslon / D = Disagreed) 
BellSouth Position 

The imue im dispute is the same as Item No. 28. 7hc 
CLECs’ proposed language IS one-sided and would 
place in the hands of CLECs the level of BellSouth’s 
OSS investment. to which BellSouth cannot a p  for 
the reasons previously explained. 

BcllSouth agrees with CCP mcmbership concurring to 
expedites within CLEC Pmduction Releases since 
rhse relcavs arc “earmarked” for CLEC requests. 
Becaw BellSouth Production Releases are intended 
for implementing BellSouth prioritie (which cm 
include CLEC-initiated Change Rcquestn), BellSaulh 
should not be required to consult h e  CCP m e m b m h p  
for consmsus in expediting features into a BellSouth 
Production Release. BellSouth does agree that the 
CCP should be notified of these expedite requests in an 
expeditious manner. 

The issue m kspute is relaled to Item Nos 28 and 30. 
which umcanr. thc CLEC proposal thal. If BellSouth 
does not have enough capacity In irnplmait Changc 

BST Language. 

.~ 
C L E C  Language. 

- . . .. ~ ~~~~ 
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\ s  discussed in Item I7 above, given that the prioritization and 
#der of implementation under the CLEC’s proposal is jointly 
ermined. i t  i s  logical that any changes th.%afl~ should be 
m l l y  d a m i n e d  and thmcforc require CLEC concurrence. 

i derailed discussion conumting the impacts of unified versus 
eparate relea% tracks and, highlighting the negative impacts of 
)ellSouth’s separate track proposal can be found in hem I7 
bove 

here are two related but separate issues at this CCP sation 
efcrence. First, the establishment of a 60 week intcrval for the 
mplementation of feature change requests Second. the use of 
i n t  prioritization io establish unified releases 

bn Week l a t e n i l  

$ major slaterl and puhli\hcd ~!hJKtiVe ill IheCCP ~s”Timely 

isrion / D = Dlragrbed) 
BellSouth Positlon 

availabie capacity. BellSouth’s comprehensive 
prioritization proposal is reasonable and has been 
endorsed by both KPMG and the Staff of  the Flonda 
Public Sewice Commission. Consistent with that 
prooposal. BellSouth recommends keeping the current 
language in this paragraph and adding the phrase 
“CLEC Production Release”to clarify which release is 
involved 
BellSouth’s suggested language details the approach 
that should be taken in scheduling the chanxes for the 
releases. T h e  CLEC language d&s not tak; into 
account necessary maintenance that IS required for 
efficiency and stabilization, acknowldgement of 
i n h c t u r e  upgrades. nor does i t  enable tlexlbihty in 
utilizing the maintenance releases as the primary source 
for defect correction. Fundamentally. BellSouth has 
detailed how i t  can “dedicate capaciry” to the CLECs in 
order to implement those changes important to them 
and enable BellSouth to continue with the n e ~ s s a r ~  
change to enable i t  to upcrate etfcientl) 
The iuuc in dispute i s  related to Iin No5 4 ,  7. and 24 
and concerns the CLECs’ q u e s t  that BellSouth devote 
unlimited release capacity to implementing every 
Change Request within 60 weeks ofprioritization, 
which for the reasom previously eaplained, BellSouh 
i s  unable to do. BellSouth has developed a 
comprehensive pnoritizalion process that f l v n  the 
CLECs the necessary 1001s to  make an informed 

jame as Item 4. 
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48 m u d  consent will allow either the expedited implementation of 
a fearurC change request (Expedited Feature Roccss) or the 
implementation of a feature change request beyond the 60 week 
interval (Negotiated Extended Implementation Process) without 
prejudice 

BellSouth rejecls the Negotiated Extended Implementation 
Process ("BellSouth does not suppon."), and modifies the 
Expedited Feature Process to exclude BcllSoulh initiated 
changes from the muNd consent requirernent. 

0 
48 

srion / D = Dlragreed) 
BcUSoutb Porltlon 

address BellSouth's concern about having to 
implement ALL features within 60 weeks 85 requested 
by the CLECs. Although the CLECs have pmposed 
that BellSouth implement all features within 60 weeks 
ofprioritization with NO consmints such as capacity. 
h i s  section states that if BellSouth should not have 
enough capacity. it can present i ls  case to the CCP 
membership and they will be the body to approve 
whRher or not BellSouth is granted a stay of  
implementation of all features. This proposal is not 
practical or realistic. The CLECs have no incentive IO 

grant BellSouth any relief, no manm how compelling 
the mrcumsLances. As haF been proven in part CCP 
meetings. the CLECs operate ar a coalition against 
BellSouth, which has only anc vote, in any matter 
when it comes lo prioritization and scheduling. 
BellSouth cannot agree to such one-sided language. 
which places in the hands of CLECs the level of 
investment that BellSouth must m&c in its OSS. To 
BellSouth's knowledae. m, 0th~ ILEC is subject to 

The CLECs propose a single procss applicable lo any feafurc 
change request regardless ofitsonnn. See Item 31 below. 

BellSouth's modifications allow BellSouth the unilateral right to 

- 
such a Change Control P m r .  
BellSouth's recommended langugv clantier the 
agreement for expedinng features cansistent with 
CLEC Production Releases 

34 



CCP Document 
Matrix of DLsagreed l l e m  

- 
CCP 

Section - 

- 
.o - 
‘art2- 

LCt #4 
‘tep I O ,  

- 
0 .. 

(0 = Open, stiU under dis 
CLEC Position 

and effective implemenlation of feature and defect change 
requests.” However, the existing CCP mntains no intervals or 
guidelines for the actual implementation of  feature change 
requm (Type4 and Tpc-5  Change Requests, and undated 
Type-2s). See Item 4 above for the full details ofthe CLECs’ 
suppon for heir proposed language. 

Joint Priorithatioo I Unlfied Releaser 

The BellSouth caveats included in their proposed language here 
’.in the CLEC Production Releases that will occur’’ and “subject 
to available capacity“ me prime examples of the key differences 
between the CLEC‘s and BellSouul’s ovmall positions on the 
nature of the CCP. 

See Item 5 above for the full details of the CLECs’ suppon for 
their p’Oposcd language. 

Active project management of the Implementation of upaming 
releases is undmway in this parl ofthe process. The CLEC’s 
request the sharing of updaIcd and sizing information ar 
development cuxm. BellSouth’s response is that it will not 
provide updates. This makes i t  impossible for the CLECs to 
perform mutual impact assessment and resource planning to 
manage and schedule changer. which is a key objective of the 
CCP 

ssion / D = Dhagrd)  
BLLlSoutb Porition 

dais ion to prioritk features, that equitably distributes 
available release capacity. and that provides arsuranccs 
that Change Requests will be irnplmented no later 
than 60 weeks from pnoritizalion based on the pnonty 
assigned by the CLECs. subject to available capacity. 
BellSouth’s proposal, which has been endorsed by 
KPMG and the Florida Public Service Commission 
Staff, is reasonable and should he adopted 

BellSouth’s language clearly identifies the manner in 
which estimated units ofeffon will be pmvidcd 
wnsistenl with the process to which the CLECs agreed 
earlier Gus year. which IS outlincd in Appendix H.  The 
CLECs’ proposed language is tm general and does not 
clearly set forth the information that BellSouth is to 
provide. 

lLEC Language. 
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